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Czelusniak was the Program Executive Officer for
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Mission Programs, a distinct activity in the Navy
chain of responsibility under the overall oversight
of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy
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presently the Deputy Director for Navy
International Programs.
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L
et me preface my re-
marks by saying that
my references to “we
and our” are meant to
apply to both govern-

ment and industry...the en-
tirety of our defense team.
My intent today is to give
you some food for thought
and issue a challenge which
I hope you’ll take back to
your respective organiza-
tions and consider. I’ll also try to fulfill
Dutch Schoultz’s expectation that I
would be controversial enough to gen-
erate some spirited dialogue between the
audience and the panel. I can’t think of
any other reason why he would have in-
vited me to participate on a panel with
such a venerable pair as Colleen Preston
and Bill Bowes. I will be brief. But I’m
going to say a lot, and I won’t say it twice.
So please tune your receivers to my fre-
quency for the next few minutes.

Introduction
When I was asked to participate on this
panel to represent the program manager
and program executive officer perspec-

tive on the progress we’ve made in ac-
quisition reform, I gladly accepted. I did
so because (1) I thought it would be easy
to articulate the positive impact acquisi-
tion reform has had on the management
of defense programs; and (2) even
though we’ve only been at this in earnest
for less than three years, it’s already dif-
ficult for me to imagine getting the job
done if we ever had to revert back to the
“pre-acquisition reform” methods in the
weapon systems acquisition business.
It’s kind of like trying to imagine com-
munication without electronic mail.

How Do We Measure
Acquisition Reform Progress?
The fact of the matter is, though, notwith-
standing the anecdotal evidence we have
with respect to reduced cycle times and
estimated costs, that it is very difficult to
provide a quantitative answer to the ul-
timate measure of acquisition reform
progress. That is, have we fundamentally
reduced the cost of doing defense busi-

ness and the cost of the sys-
tems we provide to our ser-
vicemen and women? The
combined effects of top-line
budget reductions, person-
nel cutbacks, infrastructure
downsizing, and industrial
base reshaping make cause
and effect relationships am-
biguous, and the segrega-
tion of cost savings attrib-
utable to acquisition reform

initiatives virtually impossible. Moreover,
even if we could shred the data to reach
a meaningful conclusion, we simply
haven’t applied the concepts long enough
to validate an outcome. We’re operating
largely on the basis of relative cost esti-
mates and projected cost avoidances
when we discuss the fiscal impact of ac-
quisition reform.

So how can we discuss progress? What
is meaningful as a benchmark of whether
we are succeeding in reforming ourselves
and our processes? These are the kinds
of questions to which the Department is
currently hunting for answers, in a frenzy
of metrics identification and data gath-
ering. The chest pounding has already
begun with each Service trying to outdo
the other in demonstrating progress in
acquisition reform. In the end, I’m not
sure the data will tell us anything we
don’t already know intuitively and from
the anecdotal evidence. I worry that in
our thirst for documentation of progress
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we may focus on acquisition reform as
an end unto itself and lose perspective
of it as a means to the end it was origi-
nally intended to help achieve.

The questions we should be asking our-
selves at this point I think are simple. As
policy makers, have we facilitated the
ability of our managers to effectively ex-
ecute programs by minimizing burden-
some statutory and regulatory oversight
and reporting requirements? As man-
agers, have we empowered our team
members, through clear delegation guide-
lines, training and trust, with the authority

to make decisions and implement in-
novative solutions to complex problems?
As team members, have we demonstrated
initiative in response to the increased lat-
itude and empowerment we have been
given to innovate? If we can answer af-
firmatively to these questions, the ulti-
mate measures of progress, i.e., reduced
cost of doing business and reduced cost
of defense systems, will take care of them-
selves.

On the subject of each of these ques-
tions, there is ample evidence to indi-
cate we have made substantial

progress. The Federal Acquisition Re-
form Act, the Federal Acquisition
Streamlining Act, the revised 5000 se-
ries acquisition regulations, and the re-
duced reliance on military specifica-
tions and standards have all been
significant in minimizing restrictions
on managers. The application of the
Integrated Product and Process De-
velopment concept and the use of in-
tegrated teams with industry and
within DoD have easily been the most
important factors to date in improving
the way we plan and execute defense
programs, because of the strength em-
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powerment of team members brings
to the equation. The willingness to ac-
cept commercial approaches to satisfy
military requirements, implementation
of plant-wide single process initiatives,
and reinvention laboratory concepts
all provide examples of opportunities
for team members to achieve innova-
tive reform of existing methods.

Have we done enough as policy makers,
managers, and team members? The an-
swer is emphatically, no! The fact is that
if you want to continually improve, you
can never do enough to minimize bur-
densome oversight, optimize empower-
ment of team members, and maximize
initiative and innovation. My sense is that
surprisingly, we as team members are
lagging the policy makers and managers
in progress on acquisition reform. That
is to say, we have been slow to react to
the call for change. There is, after all,
comfort in knowing how we’ve done
something in the past and being able to
calculate the associated risks.

Making these changes is hard, whether
you’re in government or industry. That’s
why now, for example, you hear some
industry officials saying they’d rather re-
spond to military specifications and stan-
dards than convert to commercial ap-
proaches, or at least they would prefer
to proceed cautiously with conversion.
That’s why, for example, in some industry
sectors, the silence in response to the
single process initiative has been deaf-
ening. That’s why, for example, you hear
some government officials discount out-
right, the idea that commercial support
and contractor configuration manage-
ment can be viable in military applica-
tions. That’s why, for example, despite
repeated emphasis on the importance of
program stability to reducing the cost of
defense systems, to date we have been
incapable of stabilizing even the most
critical of our programs.

As team members, we hold the key to
the success of acquisition reform. That
success is limited only by our determi-
nation to try new and imaginative things
to prove they can be done so others will
be encouraged to try. Most of us here
today, at our own level, are policy mak-

ers, managers, and team members all in
one. I certainly am as a program execu-
tive officer. So today, I’m appealing to
the team member in all of us. We’ve been
given the wherewithal to press ahead
with new ideas and initiatives. Maybe
not everything we think we need — work
will continue to that end — but certainly
enough for us to stop making excuses
and step off the plateau of business as
usual. We are challenged to respond.

Let me share some of the ways we are
responding on programs I am associated
with in naval aviation so you can get an
appreciation for how far we’ve come in
acquisition reform. 

Integrated Product Teams
I’ll start with Integrated Product Teams,
an idea which we adopted, of course,
from industry. Most of our major pro-
grams have had IPTs in place for a num-
ber of years, and the results in every in-
stance have been extremely positive. And
why should we be surprised by that?
This is a concept that taps into the seem-
ingly limitless capacity of the human
spirit for accomplishment. Tell people
what your expectations are, establish
broad boundaries of authority for them
to work freely within, train and equip

them with the tools they need to do the
job, and trust them to do it. What a novel
concept!

As a direct result of applying integrated
product teams in V-22 development, we
are about to initiate low rate initial pro-
duction of a tiltrotor aircraft which is 500
pounds below its empty weight target.
The fuselage parts count is down 36 per-
cent from the baseline design, and the
projected savings in production are $3
to 5 billion compared to estimates made
prior to entering the engineering and
manufacturing development phase.

The P-3C Anti-surface Warfare Im-
provement Program offers other dramatic
evidence of the influence IPTs, which in-
clude customers, have had. Layout of the
aircraft tactical console was completed
and agreed to in three days. Previously,
efforts of comparable complexity have
taken months to finalize. From initiation
to deployment, the Maverick missile ca-
pability portion of the program was im-
plemented in one year, less than half the
normal lead time of like efforts. The SAT-
COM antenna combiner production
competition, normally a two-year cycle
time, was compressed to 10 months. All
of these things accomplished through
IPTs, avoided an estimated $29 million
in cost.

The application of Integrated Product
Teams within the DoD and Service staffs
(we call them Integrated Program Teams)
is relatively new, but already contribut-
ing to reducing cycle times and elimi-
nating laborious program reviews. The
great side effect is that it has reenergized
an entire workforce of checkers and gate-
keepers and given them an opportunity
to become participants and contributors
to program achievement.

Even auditors can function more effi-
ciently in an IPT construct. In coopera-
tion with the Naval Audit Service, we’ve
been piloting a new concept of auditing
which has been an unqualified success.
The concept employs a full-time auditor
on our leadership team with responsi-
bility for continuous, real-time auditing
from within. Audit opinions are provided
early and directly to program managers
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so corrective action can be taken imme-
diately to address problems before they
get to a critical or costly stage. The ap-
proach builds trust, eliminates rework,
and yields coherent programs without
compromising the independence of the
auditing role.

Performance Specifications
Let’s turn now to the subject of perfor-
mance versus “how to” specifications.
The reduced reliance of military specifi-
cations and standards is an initiative on
which the jury is still out in terms of val-
idation of cost savings. As a surrogate
measure of acquisition reform progress,
however, we are having success in re-
ducing reference to prescriptive docu-
ments. The H-1 helicopter upgrade pro-
gram is one I can point to as
representative of the results achieved.
The number of military specifications
and standards cited has been reduced
from 398 to 5. Another is the Joint Pri-
mary Aircraft Training system which, you
may know, recently referred to 41 mili-
tary specifications. This compares to the
313 we called out for the T-45 jet flight
training system years ago. Virtually every
new development on the street these
days reflects similar metrics. So in this
regard, I’d say we are making good
progress in the latitude we are giving in-
dustry to meet our performance re-
quirements.

Reinvention Laboratory
There are three notable things we are
doing that belong under the heading of
reinvention laboratory initiatives and
which have produced exciting results.
First, on the V-22 program we have a
lead effort in DoD to establish a stan-
dardized, non-proprietary electronic
data interchange capability associated
with cost performance reporting. The
initiative has reduced reporting cycle
time by 50 percent, thus enabling the
use of Cost Performance Report data
obtained directly from the contractor’s
database for proactive decision making
vice reactive problem solving.

Second, the Alpha contracting approach,
first used on the H-60 helicopter up-
grade program to reduce contracting
cycle time (draft Request for Proposal

to award) from an average of 12 months
to 3.5 months, is gaining wide accep-
tance as a preferred practice. The ap-
proach is simply one in which a gov-
ernment and contractor team is put in
place to negotiate work scope concur-
rently with proposal preparation.

Third, we are in the final stages of val-
idating a program assessment method-
ology, which translates technical per-
formance measurement into earned
value. This is being done in coopera-
tion with DSMC and the Institute for
Defense Analysis in a retrospective val-
idation on the T-45 digital cockpit up-
grade program. Results to date have
yielded excellent data correlation. If
proven successful, it would be the first
known method to meaningfully link
technical with cost and schedule per-
formance measurement to determine
true earned value. The implications for
cost avoidance are huge.

Commercial Approaches to
Government Acquisition
Finally, some comments about com-
mercial approaches in development and
support. We are saving time and money
through the use of Commercial Off-the-
Shelf Software and Nondevelopmental
Items. As an illustration, on the P-3C

Anti-surface Warfare Improvement Pro-
gram: (1) the cost of high-resolution color
displays was reduced by a factor of six
(from $100 thousand to $16 thousand)
by using ruggedized commercial equiv-
alents of military qualified equipment;
(2) the cost of SATCOM radios was re-
duced by over 50 percent ($390 thou-
sand to $185 thousand); and (3) cycle
time from MS 0 to MS III was reduced
to less than two years.

If you are in the support business, you
need to be aware that we are making an
attempt to implement flight line to orig-
inal equipment manufacturer support
concepts on some of our major aircraft
programs — like the V-22, H-1, and T-
45. These are affectionately referred to
as “O to OEM” concepts in which we
envision giving system contractors re-
sponsibility for configuration manage-
ment and logistics support using the
worldwide commercial support infra-
structure in lieu of establishing govern-
ment intermediate and depot-level ca-
pability. They represent major departures
from the status quo and bear watching
as barometers of the future.

Concluding Remarks
After that quick rundown of only some
of the examples of acquisition reform re-
sults and initiatives in the Program Ex-
ecutive Office for Air, Anti-Submarine
Warfare, Assault and Special Mission Pro-
grams, I hope I’ve provided enough ev-
idence to confirm that we have made
substantial progress. But, there is infi-
nitely more we can and must do.

I’ll close by saying that I’ve been in this
business for 28 years, and I have never
seen the system so willing to embrace
change...so willing to tolerate failure for
a chance at improvement. The nation lit-
erally cannot afford for us to let this op-
portunity slip through our fingers. The
recapitalization and modernization of
our armed forces and the viability of our
defense industrial base depend largely
on how successful we can be. I encour-
age all of you in industry and govern-
ment alike, to be proactive in accepting
the challenge so we can, in fact, achieve
the promise of acquisition reform. Thank
you.
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